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WHY THE PALESTINE MASSACRES? 


66 LS NGLAND, which solemnly assumed 

and accepted from the League of 
Nations the duties and obligations of the 
mandate of Palestine—the chief of which 
was and is to place the country under such 
political, administrative and economic 
conditions as will secure the establish- 
ment of the Jewish National Home—has 
flagrantly ignored and violated these 
duties and obligations from the very be- 
ginning and has instead maintained in 
Palestine an administration which has 
shown persistent hostility to the Jews and 
neglected even to accord them the ele- 
mentary protection of a civilized govern- 
ment. The present massacre of the inno- 
cent Jews of Palestine is and was the in- 
evitable consequence.” 


This was the burden of the statement 
handed to the British Consul General in 
New York City, one of the largest Jewish 
centers in the world, when a body of 
15,000 Jews marched on the consulate last 
Monday in protest at the bloodshed which 
took place over the week-end in Palestine, 
involving the death of over 100 Jews, 
including at least fifteen Americans.* 


The categorical nature of the accusa- 
tion levelled against Great Britain in the 
statement referred to leaves no room for 
doubt as to the opinion of the Jews who 
drew up the document. And there is no 
doubt that the statement represents the 
opinions of large bodies of Jews both in 
this country and elsewhere. But the out- 
side observer cannot avoid coupling with 
it in his own mind certain other state- 
ments of a different sort which have been 
made on the subject of the British ad- 


*For an account of the 
war the aignal for an Ara 
f. News Bulletin, Vol. 


Wailing Wall incident which 
outbreak throughout Palestine, 
VIII, No. 42. 


ministration in Palestine by persons who 
are concerned in the matter quite as di- 
rectly as the Jews of the United States 
or of Europe. 

There was, for instance, a memoran- 
dum submitted to the League of Nations 
by the Palestine Arab Congress (repre- 
senting both Moslem and Christian Pales- 
tinians), which deserves to be set beside 
the statement just quoted. This memo- 
randum pointed out that it had been the 
first and foremost duty of the British 
mandatory power, on assuming control of 
a war-ravaged country like Palestine, to 
exert every effort in restoring its economic 
vitality. All political experiments, it said, 
should have been postponed until the 
country was able to resist the shocks that 
political innovations might bring about. 
But the Zionist policy, a radical experi- 
ment, was adopted and put into force in 
Palestine against the wishes of 91 per 
cent of its inhabitants. An Arab nation- 
alist movement sprang into being in con- 
sequence. “The Palestine Administration,” 
the memorandum goes on to say, “headed 
by ‘an ardent Zionist,’ Sir Herbert Sam- 
uel, put its weight against this new 
[Arab] nationalist movement and started 
actually to apply the [Jewish] National 
Home policy, thus neglecting its principal 
duties and responsibilities of economical 
rejuvenation. Thus the financial condi- 
tions of the country went backwards in 
the scale of progress, public security be- 
came more or less nominal, confidence of 
inhabitants in the government was irre- 
trievably lost, and now serious trouble is 
hidden under a thin layer of sham peace 
like fire under ashes; the least blow of 


wind will show its fierce blazes.” 


The Permanent Mandates Comniission 
of the League of Nations, which has been 
the recipient of frequent petitions from 
groups representing these and other views, 
diametrically opposed to each other, has 
noted the fact that very often the peti- 
tioners ignore the dual nature of the Pal- 
estine mandate. The League Covenant, 
the Commission has said, implies that the 
paramount duty of the mandatory power 
is to insure the development of the man- 
dated territories by administering them 
in conformity with the interests of their 
inhabitants. This is the obligation whose 
fulfillment the Arab majority in Palestine 
insists upon most ardently and the obli- 
gation which Zionist groups have most 
frequently overlooked. But, in accordance 
with the Balfour declaration of November 
1917, as the Permanent Mandates Com- 
mission further states, Great Britain has 
also assumed the obligation of assisting in 
the establishment in Palestine of a Na- 
tional Home for the Jewish people. And 
this obligation the Arabs have refused to 
acknowledge. Complaints against the Brit- 
ish administration have thus emanated 
most frequently from groups which based 
their case on one or other of these two 
principles to the exclusion of the other. 


Great Britain, however, has had to re- 
member both obligations, balancing one 
against the other as evenly as it might. 
Or, to put the case more accurately per- 
haps, the policy of the British govern- 
ment has been to safeguard the interests 
of the existing population in so far as it 
can do so without prejudice to the inter- 
ests of that potential Jewish population 
whose arrival in Palestine the present 
Arab majority so much dreads. 


The conflict which has developed be- 
tween these two obligations assumed by 
Great Britain has created an administra- 
tive problem in Palestine quite the most 
difficult and the most delicate of all the 
difficult and delicate administrative prob- 
lems in the mandated territories of the 
Near East. It is this conflict which is the 
real cause of the present bloodshed and 
disorder in Palestine. 


In view of the violent outbreaks of the 
last few days, certain sections of the 
British press have begun to ask whether 
the motives which led Great Britain to 
assume the burden of reconciling opposing 
Jewish and Arab interests in Palestine 
were sufficiently important to justify the 
assumption of control in that territory. 
The “Little-Englanders” of today think 
not. If Great Britain cannot forestall out- 
breaks of the present kind, it is their 
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belief that it should not attempt to ad. 
minister the government of Palestine at 
all. Others in Great Britain still believe. 
however, that it is possible to serve the 
best interests of the Arabs in Palestine 
by introducing into their midst a new 
population of vigorous Jewish colonists 
whose activities will result both in raising 
the general standard of living and in in- 
creasing the productivity of the soil, 
Those who adopt this view believe that 
it is worth Great Britain’s while to spon- 
sor the metamorphosis of Palestine—in 
spite of the difficulties involved in the task 
—because of the manifest advantages 
which will accrue to the British Empire 
from its control of a country which is so 
close to the Suez Canal and which is the 
first span of that important land-bridge 
between the Mediterranean and the Per- 
sian Gulf. 

All parties in Great Britain appear to 
unite, meanwhile, in the conviction that 
the immediate duty of the British authori- 
ties is to re-establish security in Palestine. 
Indications at time of writing are that 
the Arabs intend to make their present 
protest against the mandatory administra- 
tion in general and against the Jewish 
National Home policy in particular as 
protracted and as violent as they can. 
Ten years of agitation against Zionism 
have had a far-reaching effect. Arabs in 
Syria, Transjordan and Iraq have more 
than once demonstrated their antipathy 
to the principle of a Jewish National 
Home in Palestine, believing with their 
kinsmen in Palestine that the Balfour 
declaration constituted an attack on the 
political, religious and economic rights of 
the Arabs. Whether the anti-Zionist 
movement can be kept within the bounds 
of Palestine itself is the question which 
is now being asked with some anxiety. 

In London itself the first action of the 
Cabinet, after dispatching troops and 
ships, planes and armored cars to Pal- 
estine, has been to summon for consulta- 
tion distinguished authorities on Palestine, 
whose advice will be considered in con- 
nection with the Cabinet’s plans for 
diminishing causes of conflict in the man- 
dated territory in the future. The press 
in this country has failed hitherto to re- 
port that any Moslem Palestinians are to 
be included in the conferences at London. 
If the omission is deliberate, one more 
cause of discontent will have been added 
to the grievances of the Arabs. Con- 
sultation with responsible, moderate lead- 
ers of both main groups is imperative. 
Otherwise bloodshed will be a recurring 
phenomenon. E. P. M. 
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